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The non-English language proficiency scale used in the surve based on the Student's self-assessed ability to understand, spec read, and write in the non-English language.3 These questions 0 contained in a separate language questionnaire and are only aske students who indicated some exposure to a non-English language.
Pinally, English proficiency is measured by performance on c standardized vocabulary test. Note that using vocabulary-test p formance äs an indicator of English proficiency builds in a cori with the standardized-test composite that is used äs a measure c Student's scholastic achievement. Although it would have been preferable to have independent measures of a Student1s English proficiency and scholastic ability, I chose this specification 1: the alternative self-reported measure of English proficiency (bc a set of items parallel to the proficiency in other language ite showed very little variance.
The fact that the measure of English proficiency is correlai the composite test measuring scholastic achievement is not of it disturbing.  Indeed, it is difficult to imagine any measure of I proficiency that is uncorrelated with these tests of scholastic achievement since the tests are written in the English language purport to measure knowledge and skills that are largely taught schools through the English language.  In addition, my experienc past research (Nielsen and Fernandez, 1982; Fernandez and Nielse 1984) and in the preliminary stages of these analyses has shown the pattern of results is the same if one uses the vocabulary te measure of English proficiency and the mathematics test äs a mec scholastic achievement, or the vocabulary test with the composit (i.e., reading, vocabulary, and mathematics) äs a measure of sei achievement, äs I have done here.
DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSES Sophomores
For High School and Beyond, sophomores were interviewed in : two years later, regardless of whether they were still in high s Table l presents high school dropout rates, by sex and populatic subgroup, for the sophomores.4
3Self-reported measures of language practices have been found t( highly reliable and valid (see Fishman, 1969; Fishman and Coopej 1969; Fishman and Terry, 1969). Fishman and Terry (1969) attri these qualities to the fact that respondents are forced to perf< global assessment of their linguistic behavior. Many objective measures capture more fragmentary aspects of language usage and correspondingly lower validity.
"The Standard errors reported in the descriptive analyses have l corrected for the effects of sample design.

